
D A T E :

FROM

TO

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
March 4, 1982

SUBJECT Request for Comments; Pine Ford Project, Missouri

lomas L. Budd, Acting Assistant Regional
Administrator for Policy and Management

Alan Abramson, Director, Water Management Division
Dave Wagoner, Director, Air and Waste Management Division
John Wicklund, Director, Environmental Services Division

The St. Louis District Corps of Engineers has requested our response to
several questions regarding benefits for water quality releases and
controlling heavy metal contamination in the Big River Basin. The enclosed
letter and data explain their request.

An answer to this letter is due March 15. I request your staffs prepare
responses to those issues that affect your programs. Specifically:

WATR - Questions la, Ib, Ic, and 2.
ARWM - Questions 3a, 3b, and 3c.
ENSV - Any questions deemed appropriate to your program.

Please provide your responses to the ENRV Branch by March 10.

Little project-related information was provided in the letter. If your staff
is unfamiliar with the Pine Ford Project, please contact Bob Fenemore for more
information.

Enclosure

EPA Form 1320-6 (Rev . 3-76)



. ' UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
U ATE

SUBJECT Water Management Division comments on Pine Ford Reservoir

Carl V. Blomgren
ief, Water Compliance fjranch

°̂ Ed Vest
Chief, EIS Section

The basic language governing our position on this or any other situation
regarding flow augumentation is found in Section 102(d) of the Clean Water Act.
That section states that storage • and -water - re 1 eases shal 1 - not -be pre vi ded - as - a
substitute for adequate tneatment^or- other methods of • eon trol Ting waste -at- tHis
source.-

Because the Big River downstream segments are expected to attain water quality
standards after the imposition of adequate treatment, there are no water qual-
ity standards attainability benefits that could be attributed to flow releases.
We are not aware of water quality data that indicates problems on the Big River
to point sources and the Missouri DNR monitoring data in the State 305(b)
report does not indicate water quality violations due to point sources. There
is however, as acknowledged by the COE, significant nonpoint pollution attrib-
uted to the lead mining activities in the upper Big River area. We do not know
of any evidence that has been presented to show regulated releases would help
solve this nonpoint problem.

Therefore, we cannot conclude that regulated releases in the Big River would
have a beneficial effect and our policy would remain as stated in our August 7,
1978, letter and Section 102(d) of the Act. Obviously, we can assign no dollar
value to the benefit since we do not believe there would be a benefit for WQ
standards attainability after adequate treatment is achieved.

I believe the above has answered questions 1, la, and 2 of the COE ' s letter.
Our answer to the rest of the questions is as follows: (Ib) Existing NPDES
enforcement mechanisms are sufficient to assure "competent operation" of
upstream municipal treatment systems and no benefit from the P.L. 91-611 provi-
sion should be recognized. (Ic) No water quality standards "benefit" is recog-
nized by EPA for emergency "flushing" capability.

Attachments

PPA Form 1320-6 ( R e v . 3-76)



Colonel Leon E. McKinney, USA
District Engineer
U. r Artny Engineer District, St. Louis
210 -!. '?th Street
St. Lculs, Missouri 63101

Dear Colonel HcKlnncy:

We have received your letter of July 12, 1978, regarding low flow
augmentation for water quality control from proposed reservoir projects
in the Meramec Rivsr Basin.

He believe the letter Indicates a lack of understanding on the part of
the St. Louis District with regard to the provisions of PL 92-500
Environmental Protection Agency policy and guidelines 1n connection with
Section 102 of the Act, and EPA planning activities being conducted
pursuant to Section 208 of the Act.

Section 102(a) of the Act provides for joint investigation by EPA with
other agencies of the discharges of any sewage, industrial wastes, or
substances which may adversely affect navigable waters or groundwaters.
Section 102(b) provides for consideration by EPA of the Inclusion of
storage for regulation of stream flow except that any such storage and
water releases shall not be provided as a_ substitute for adequate treatmejvt
or other methods of"controtlino waste at the source, "tectlon 203 estab-
Tfshes a planning process to Identify Eotfi point and nonpoint sources of
pollution and measures to control to the extent feasible such sources of
pollution.
Determinations of the need for, and value of, flow regulation pursuant
to Section 102(b) have previously been made for the Sx. Louis District
on the proposed Union Lake and P1ne Ford Lake, These determinations
were made by letters of October 5, 1973» September 16, 1976. and October 23,
1976, copies enclosed. t!c had not received any request in connection
with other projects within the basin prior to your letter of July 12, 197G.

!ATR:WQPL:LDuvell:jmf:jn:56lG:3-4-7a: Retype/mem
WQPL WQPL WATR RfiAD
See Attached ——— — ——— -
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The 208 planning effort conducted by East-West Gateway was for the
purpose of Identifying both point and nonpolnt sources of pollution
and measures to control, to the extent feasible, such sources of pollution.
It was not Intended as a study of the need for and value of flow augmentation
pursuant to Section 102(b) and the work plan did not provide for such a
study.

We did advise you 1n our letter of October 29, 1976, the Corps of
Engineers should assist East-West Gateway 1n exploring and quantifying
nonpolnt sources of pollution. We believe this was In keeping with not
only the study purpose but the provisions of Section 102 of PL 92-500.
In that same letter we stated flow augmentation would be justifiable
only 1f direct point and nonpolnt source control practices were determined
to be Insufficient to meet stream water quality standards.
We assume from your letter the Corps of Engineers did provide assistance
to East-West Gateway, but the letter does not Indicate what assistance
was provided. It would appear that such assistance was directed toward
obtaining an evaluation of flow augmentation as compared with controlling
pollution at Its source. We are somewhat surprised at this result 1n
view of the purpose of 208 planning as expressed 1n PL 92-500 and our
letters regarding the matter. Wa also are concerned the Issue did not
fully surface earlier 1n view of the participation of the Corps of
Engineers on the Policy Advisory Committee of East-Rest Gateway during
the course of the 208 study.

Your letter states 1n a jneetlng of May 12, 1973, with East-Wast Gateway,
a study of flow augmentation as a supplementary measure was discussed,
and the conclusion was reached that a study is needed. Wa v-iould appreciate
your consents on the basis for this conclusion (such as the pre-lmpoundment
studies you mentioned), since the draft 208 plan does not appear to
Indicate flow regulation will be required to meet water quality standards
when the recommendations of the 208 plan are implemented. In particular
we would appreciate your advice as to whether your conclusions are based
upon the possible need to augment flows for point or nonpolnt sources
and what specific pollutants art expected to violate water quality
standards.



\f-

In the recent passage of PL 95-217 the requl resnent of Section 102(b) was
not changed and hence the policy of EPA with regard to flow augmentation
has not changed. The legislation has resulted In consideration of a
broader range of treatment alternatives and control technologies .
However, flow regul atfon 1 s ~st1 1 1 to be consTdered. only as a supple-
mentary measure to control of pollutants at the source.

We would appreciate a 11st of the specific proposed reservoirs that will
require a determination of the need for regulation of stream flow. In
addition, we would appreciate your making available copies of appropriate
survey reports and feasibility studies in connection therewith.

It will be cur Intention to fully cooperate In th?
v;1th1n the Units of our resources and those of PL

e ot&rir.1nat1ons
^ro and PL 9D

ymirs.

Kathleen Q. Gamin, Ph.D.
Regional Administrator

Enclosures

cc: James Odendahl, Mo. DNR
Richard RanMn, Mo. DNR



DRAFT
Date: March 9, 1902

Subject: Comments on the? Pine Ford Project, Missouri

From: Director, Air and Waste Management Division

To: Thomas L. Budd, Acting Assistant Regional Administrator
for Policy and Management

V -
Alk

, >

-J /rtL
l)^ .

Regarding the above referenced project, my staff has prepared comments on
questions 3a,3b, and 3c as requested. Additional information may be obtained
from Katie Biggs or Richard Smith, Superfund Section.

3a. Recently WMBR has been asked to review and comment on several stream channel
modification projects by the Corps of fingineers which may involve the dredging
arid disposal of sediments that may be hazardous under RCRA. The costs associated
with disposal of those potentially hazardous stream sediments at a RCRA disposal
facility are believed to be very high but no actual dollar amounts have been
determined.

WMBR estimated the costs to transport and dispose uf hazardous stream sediments
for one project involving 38 mile 5; of drainage ditches !>_• c::/:av ating approximately
1.3 million cubic yard;; of sediments believed to be contaminated with heavy metals
and pesticides. The estimated cost for transportation and disposal was $92 million,
an obviously prohibitive cost compared to the totai project cost of /$3.y million.

. \ Ci
-l.iAr

[Tssi/eJ bcf<#r# the Office o^/Solid Waste. KPA Region
sue. We have comment;-, from Headquarters that perhaps a neutral

water leachate test may be applied to the sediments rather than the acid loach now
required by the EP toxicity test procedures. However, we have not yet received
written guidance. ~————*

3b. In ord.cr for funds to be expended under Superfund, the site must be on the-
National Priority List (NPL). The listing of a site on the NPL does not preclude
the use of funds from state, local, and private sources to clean up the site,
'rjese sources of funds are preferred, especially the use of private fund.'; where a

party can be identified. If a responsible party cannot be identified,
if the responsible party is unable or unwilling to undertake remedial action,

( th<
vvm ri

. , A C
. \ Cir \ then S u p e r f u n d monies can be used for remedial actions. This r equ i res a state

. -Vmatch of 50% for ac-lon at public site and 10'i for a private site or facility.

Any porposal for Superfund should be coordinated with the State to assure the
funding match will be available should responsible parties not be identified and
Superfund monies are sought.
•^
3c. WMBR has some data on tailings in the Big River area and we are aware that
there may be river sediment studies done under the 208 program. We do not, however,
have copies of th i s i n f o r m a t i o n . It would be to have the project sponsor
contact Dick Smith (37-1-6531) so that we can dttermiiy_> the types
needed or sought as compared to that already avail,iblc '..o th^ ;:

of i n f o r m a t i o n

l iik-t- -.'.-• j—iJiJL\.-~i..- -..





HtPVV TO
AlTiMTlONOF

LMSED-BF

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
ST. LOUIS DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS

210 TUCKER BOULEVARD, NORTH
ST. LOUIS. MISSOURI 63101

23 February 1982

Mr. John J. Franke, Jr.
Regional Administrator
US Environmental Protection Agency
324 East llth Street
Kansas City, MO 64106

MR 2 1982

'< ; r / -

r

Dear Mr. Franke:

In July 1976, soon after we received initial Phase I planning lunds for Pine
Ford, an authorized lake project on the Big River, we contacted your agency
and requested a revalidation of the benefits attributed to flow augmentation
tor water quality purposes on the lower Big River and in the reach of the
lower Meramec River below the confluence with the Big River.

Although our representatives corresponded back and forth through September
1978, we were unable to resolve our differing interpretations of the
PL 92-300 provisions, and the policy of EPA at that time dictated that flow
augmentation had no benefit whatsoever as a water quality measure.

The Corps of Engineers then initiated an abbreviated water quality testing
program to define the nature of the problem (if any) and to estimate the
effects that could be achieved with flow augmentation. Unfortunately, nature
was not cooperative in providing low flows that would establish a
"worse-case" condition and as you may note from the inclosed data the results
were inconclusive.

We are now in the final stages of reformulating the Pine Ford project and are
examining a variety of plans in addition to the authorized lake plan. We
expect to provide a draft report to our reviewing authorities in March 1982
and will complete the final Phase I General Design Memorandum in September
1982. From this schedule it is apparent that we are quickly approaching our
final opportunity for presenting whatever beneficial water quality effects
that might be associated with controlled releases from a reservoir plan.

In our own agency, we have observed a number of changes occurring in recent
years; changes in problem-solving philosophy, changes in policy and, to be
sure, changes in funding and staffing capabilities. If these same sort of
changes have been experienced by EPA, perhaps it is now possible to consider
measures that should have some beneficial effect, however limited, and which
could be implemented at low cost and with high reliability as compared to
expensive, state-of-the-art measures that may consume much energy and suffer
from reliability problems, either due to ITflgfr sophist icated technology or due

MAR A 21382
—.. . . « r* II 1.101 AM



LMSED-BF 25 February 1982
Mr. John J. Franke, Jr.

to the high level of operator competence that might be required. In addition
to these generalized changes, the Pine Ford situation has been altered by the
heavy metals problems which have been recognized only since 1977 and which
still have not been completely defined. In this regard, Mr. Bob Feneinore of
your agency has been participating in the coordination meetings and briefings
during the course of the heavy metals studies being conducted by the Columbia
National Fisheries Research Laboratory.

Let me now get down to the purpose of this letter and address some questions
for your consideration. Your reply will serve to document the current
position of the Environmental Protection Agency in our draft report.

1. On the basis of the inclosed test data and other data that may be
available in your files, would your agency conclude that a pool with
regulated releases in the Big River could have a beneficial water quality
effect under the following circumstances:

a. Providing reliable minimum flows of a given dissolved oxygen
content such that the natural assimilative or self-cleaning ability of the
river would be maintained; with particular effect on non-point contaminants
deriving from agricultural operations and individual home treatment systems.

b. Providing a vehicle by which to enforce competent operation of
upstream municipal treatment systems. That is, ii certain water quality
parameters were required in the pool, the local assurances that we could
require to be furnished prior to construction could specify certain operating
standards. Once furnished, the assurances could be enforced as provided by
Section 221 of Public Law 91-611.

c. Providing an emergency "flushing" capability in the event that
treatment facilities downstream would malfunction and discharge untreated
waste into the stream.

2. If you conclude that some benefit could be derived, we would
appreciate your opinion as to the dollar value of the benefit or your
suggestions as to how such a value could be computed.

3. In regard to the heavy-metals problems (preliminary test data were
furnished by letter of 20 January 1982 to Messrs. Vest and Fenemore), we have
assumed that some degree of Corps of Engineers involvement would derive from
the fact that Congress originally authorized a lake project and that such a
project could not serve the anticipated purposes of recreation and fish and
wildlife conservation without first controlling the heavy metals situationT
For cost-benefit analysis, we have also assumed that, since the
environmental/fish and wildlife benefit of controlling the contamination
would not be quantifiable, we could assign a benefit equal to the cost of
remedial measures. In effect then, we would be evaluating the various
measures on the basis of effectiveness and least cost.



LMSED-BF
Mr. John J. Franks, Jr.

2C) February 1982

a. Could your agency support; this assumption that costs would be
equally offset by benefits?

b. If we would recommend a lake project and necessary remedial
measures lor controlling heavy metals, a source of fund;.-; for accomplishing
tiie measurts could be problematic. You might well appieciate uiut tins would
be an unprecedented activity for the Corps oi Kuginoi:us although so'.ue
parallel comparison might be made with atrip mine reclamation activities. In
any event, your comments would be appreciated concerning potential funding X
sources; with particular reference to the ".super tuud'
legislation related thereto.

and pendiut

c. It has also come to our attention that the ^PA has recently
contracted for studies pertaining to heavy metals within the study area. Ti
any results, preliminary or otherwise, are available we would be very much
interested in receiving them as soon as possible.

I realize that T have a.sked difficult questions and that time will not permit
the type ol detailed analysis that you would prefer to accomplish and that we
would prei:er to receive. Nevertheless, I would appreciate your earliest
consideration of those matters and receipt of your response in sufficent time
(say by 15 Mar c h 1982) to be included in our dralt report:.

Sincerely,

1 Incl
A-> stati.-d

Copy Furnished;
Mr. Hob Fenoinorc
US Kitvi ronifUMita i Frotec
'i^ East 11th Street.
Kansas City, MO 6^106

j.
Colonel, CE
District Kngineer

ion Agency
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APPENDIX I

Description of Sampling Stations

Station USGS or Corpu Stream Ua;r.̂
Designation Station No. & Description

A U.S.G.S. 07019000 Moramec at Kureka

B U.S.G.S. 07018'jOO Bitf IMvor at Hyrm-.-.v i 1

C Corps Big River B1^ Hiver
Sampling Sta. No. 4

D U.S.G.S. 07016^00 ttour!>ou.';e

E U.S.G.S. 070V!500 Herataoo


